bear Henry and 
I 



1 1/27/83 



iissl, 

n going to tell you a story with a purpose and then I'm •„<- +„ , , ^ 

but first a caution. I would not think of doin,- anythin- that coS^ l a S ’ 

that he asked for helo, that I uro^Sa to anTw’ w 9 raba fT a8s 

oioiaaea -t, and wnat x gave him please 



Lardner, so 
regard as confidential. 



I had more and aske/7 f S 'it Se ie f^f f ' 1U f ation of 3 ^van. Ho knew 

• . . , AOr Xo > tneii ne asked for more, ana I reviewed t 

It stili°h, e at , f ° r the i ' acifica shambles and gave him that and he wrote his response 
it still has not appeared, nor has her letter. response. 

^ n ^ ead ^ere was an op ed rehash by Dan Schorr, on Oswald as Avenger. Ifothin* 

sls s r^srssr “ ^ *■»* to "• — *■* « » <£. 

juncture and in repettition of what Lardner used from Davison LAV 
WWiSh “ * <“ «»t m of the took ffa o» crittS 

ooiocSS^i^Tm*!^ ° r ’ ,hat t * ay p h »P «“» “• tf anythin;; did, onco asdn the 
unaaaaSlP l l a f i 1S , the Posts ^ f ^al to publish what is factually 

ssailable, albeit not ,o its liking, that Oswald had high clearance. 

, + v . 1 ve written the Post, expect nothing and exoect to do nothing more. I as-une 
it had and served an objective and will do nothing else. I also tetoe^h^th^T 

s^f?cSf° neS « ^ f SainSt the public eood * ?ho Post 113:5 misled many people on a 
significant question of national interest and I think import. 1 

onittef v^S\S *°. d ° With What 13 said “d «>t said, included and 

tSr" U ^ I *? *“ laatoryuwill look back on this when, as is inevitable, 

sSttiito JS h f^ x ^ pUbliG discussi ° n - The Post has not learned from its 
B a r^pfpTtf n ° f u traditi0nal Journalistic standards at the time of the 

iSe^ a ?^^4 a S SS ^ S'* ^ “ ed m "the national 

^ T \ 01 the wrld toew that what it was suppressing 
toa a-L.oady been discussed at some length and in detail at ;;he UK. Or it became an 
arm of errant officialdom, the opposite of journalism. ’ ** eCame ^ 

In t52 f - rou 'f- 1 ! be judged by what you omit and in time you will judge yourself 
: ? o^hetaod by your „ Jld otter a 

sna^o that ha3 started to swallow, unable to stop. 

fascaSted^h 1 ^*?’ Sis f n “ haS yo “* aereenen t. I have become more and more 

“If ffj S^ ald Wa3 «“* ^ th what Officialdom did and did not do 
-Piled ™ incSS ' ~°Vc~ Ve aiwys believed belongs to quotes. Although I 
Ci' J X re ^ est ° f . 0IJI sis 0r more *»» ago, T received rather little 
bSieie 3UC x a3 refsrrals * Incited to what I /lid not receive is what I 

Moscow As I recSf S&ti < ' he . re3Ui ~ s 02 the investt.gairi.on after Oswald turned ut> to 
^ WaS rat3lSr inade< i :ia te. I believe that HD did not 

heS Z “ that made a de i3 osit of it somewhere. If 

dt be ejected, and I don’t know where to ask 

^nyway. oo ii Sissi can please try to get copies from ne, including if there to no 

read *T ? h ° ^ qufistioninas of : ^r±nes, I'd like veiy much to 

r? -“*,r B aWcire tttat Epstein was going someplace else and a <4ced questions -oin- to 

S ^\f 0niithelG f 1 ^ ^ be further iSu£Sof of" 

vn " /.^Qr'/on Oswald. ..hetner or not on clearances. 




In ay view while we hav ouch fact we also have a mystery, and years ago I 
learned that when faced ilwth a nystery it sometimes helps to bulldog a single fact 
to tile degree possible, ''I'm truly fascinated by "fc-fU) fclCt* that I do not recall from 
any of Oswald's writings or any reports of any conversations with him that he ever 
disclosed a single word of what he really did in the Marines. If I have forgotten 
and he did make some mention, it cannot have been much. Or I'd not have forgotten. 

How inconsistent for the Oswald as described officially. But how consistent 
for a different kind of Oswald. 

I'$ reading Schlesinger' g Bobby Kennedy book, rather slowly. Yesterday I c ame 
to a passage I want to put away for possible future quotation, so on the chance 
it might interest you I enclose copies. 




